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Abstract 
Purpose: Generation Y (Gen Y) is the newest and largest generation entering the 
workforce. Gen Y may differ from previous generations in work-related 
characteristics which may have recruitment and retention repercussions. Currently, 
limited theoretically-based research exists regarding Gen Y’s work expectations and 
goals in relation to undergraduate students and graduates.  
Design: This study conducted a theoretically-based investigation of the work 
expectations and goals of Generation Y and, in particular, student Gen Y versus 
working Gen Y individuals based within a framework incorporating both expectancy-
value and goal setting theories.  N = 398 provided useable data via an on-line survey.   
Findings: Overall, some support was found for predictions with career goals loading 
on a separate component to daily work expectations and significant differences 
between student and working Gen Y on career goals. No significant differences were 
found, however, between the two groups in daily work expectations.  
Research and practical implications: Future research studies may benefit from 
adopting a theoretical framework which assesses both daily work expectations and 
career goals. At a practical level, based on the findings, some examples are provided 
of the means by which organisations may draw upon daily work expectations and 
career goals of importance to Gen Y and, in doing so, influence the likelihood that a 
Gen Y individual will join and remain at their particular organisation.  
Originality/value: This research has demonstrated the utility of adopting a sound 
theoretical framework in furthering understanding about the motivations which 
influence organisations’ ability to recruit and retain Gen Y.  
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Essential Elements for Recruitment and Retention: Generation Y 
Recruiting and retaining the best employees is a vital ingredient to 
organisational success (Zhao, 2006). Numerous organisations employ graduates with 
the aim of facilitating growth of the organisation and continual improvement through 
innovation (McDermott et al., 2006). Representing not only the most recently defined 
generation but also the largest ever to enter the workforce, Generation Y (Gen Y – 
also referred to as the internet or dot.com generation, millennials, generation next, 
echo boomers, generation net, and nexters; Broadbridge et al., 2007a; Martin, 2005; 
Shaw and Fairhurst, 2008), as a result of their shared social and historical 
experiences, have been claimed to be identifiably different from their generational 
predecessors (i.e., Generation X, Baby Boomers, and Traditionalists; Broadbridge et 
al., 2007a; Shaw and Fairhurst, 2008). There is much agreement that Gen Y differs 
from previous generations in terms of their work-related characteristics (Shaw and 
Fairhurst, 2008).  Lindquist (2008) asserts that the policies and methods used 
previously to secure the best candidates from previous generations are likely to be 
relatively ineffective with Gen Y. As such, it is important and timely to gain greater 
understanding of Gen Y and, in particular, their expectations and goals for work for 
the purposes of informing the best means by which to recruit and retain them. 
While there has been debate in the literature regarding the range of dates to 
define Gen Y (e.g., Cennamo and Gardner, 2008; Glass, 2007; Martin, 2005; Oliver, 
2006; Reynolds et al, 2008; Szamosi, 2006), this paper, similar to others (e.g., 
Broadbridge et al., 2007a, 2007b; Morton, 2002), and primarily for practical reasons, 
defines Gen Y as those individuals born between 1977 and 1994. The selection of this 
age span enables the inclusion of the youngest of the university students currently 
studying within a university course and seeking employment.  
4	
	
Expectations and goals: Theoretical and empirical evidence  
The literature available currently regarding work expectations and goals of 
employees within and across generations is largely atheoretical (Broadbridge et al., 
2007a). The atheoretical nature of existing evidence is problematic to the extent that 
the use of theory may assist in informing efforts to devise effective recruitment and 
retention strategies and policies (Broadbridge et al., 2007a). Further, perhaps also due 
to the atheoretical nature of much of the available knowledge, there is a paucity of 
research evidence which has sought to identify the key work expectations and goals of 
Gen Y (Broadbridge et al., 2007b), or at least to define work-related characteristics 
into the more specific categories of expectations and goals. The theoretical framework 
adopted herein, however, suggests that it may be important to consider expectations 
as distinct from goals.  
Theoretical framework.  
Specifically, a framework which incorporates the two process-related theories 
of expectancy-value and goal-setting, underpins the current research (Hertel and 
Wittchen, 2008). Such process-related theories focus upon the manner in which 
individuals transform their occupational motives, ideals, and interests into action 
(Hertel and Wittchen, 2008, p. 39). Hertel and Witthen (2008) conceptualise 
expectancy-value as relating to a time in which an individual chooses between action 
options, while goal-setting theory is when an individual focuses upon action goals (for 
further detail, refer to Hertel and Wittchen, 2008, pp. 39-45).   
 Expectancy-value theory is a cognitive-motivational theory, which posits that 
motivated behaviour is a result of the expectations and value (positive or negative) 
held by an individual for attaining a specific goal (Lynd-Stevenson, 1999; Petrie and 
Govern, 2004). The general formula for expectancy-value theory is Motivation = 
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Expectancy (E) (Instrumentality [I] x Valence [V]).  The expectancy component (E) 
of the theory refers to the perception that performance is dependent on effort 
(Shepperd and Taylor, 1999). The instrumentality (I) component refers to the 
perception that performance is connected with specific consequences (Brewer and 
Skinner, 2006; Hertel and Wittchen, 2008). The valence (V) component refers to the 
amount of value (or importance) an individual ascribes to achieving the goal minus 
any costs that may be involved (Shepperd and Taylor, 1999). The value does not 
depend entirely on how significant or rewarding an individual considers the goal, it 
also depends on the psychological and material costs (e.g., monetary, time) associated 
with achieving the goal (Shepperd and Taylor, 1999).  
Many of the concepts of expectancy-value theory have been supported 
empirically. For example, Vroom (1964) found in an early study of students selecting 
an employer, the organisations that offered positions that were viewed as instrumental 
for attaining valued results also obtained high attractiveness ratings. It follows then, 
applying expectancy-value theory to the context of this study, that the level of 
expectation about work and the value each individual places on each expectation, 
influences the valued outcome of met expectations. That is, the greater the 
expectation, the greater the value of the expectation being met. Organisations play a 
pivotal role in expectations being met, especially if they were not to follow through 
on promises made during recruitment, which itself functions to create expectations. 
Gen Y expect that their expectations will be met when entering the workforce and that 
their knowledge and skills will be used (Oliver, 2006). When expectations are not 
met, it can lead to a wide variety of unsatisfactory work outcomes, such as higher 
turnover, health complaints, as well as lower levels of intrinsic work values (e.g., 
autonomy, variety of work, opportunity for training, and effort; Taris et al., 2006).  
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 Expectations are reflected in the attitudes and actions of employees, and in 
their work motivation (Smith and Krüger, 2005). According to Brewer and Skinner 
(2006), work motivation is the nature and role of motivational variance to the 
differences in work performance that exists within and between individuals. Locke 
and Latham’s (1990) goal-setting theory which asserts that the presence of goals 
(performance targets) motivates individuals to perform is relevant to the goals of new 
employees.  
In goal-setting theory, goals act to encourage individuals to find strategies for 
how a goal can be achieved and, thus, individuals direct effort towards relevant 
activities (Brewer and Skinner, 2006). Goal-setting theory requires the goals to be 
difficult but attainable (Brewer and Skinner, 2006). The high expectations that 
research has suggested Gen Y have about their abilities and how these will be utilised 
within an organisation (Oliver, 2006) will likely affect their work motivation. This 
notion is supported by Arnold and Mackenzie Davey (1992) who found that graduates 
felt that their work did not maximally test their skills. When work is perceived by 
individuals as not utilising their skills, it follows that they are less motivated and may 
direct their energy towards irrelevant non-work activities. Due to this tendency, 
individuals may not achieve a high level of quality in the task and subsequently will 
not be given tasks that are more challenging. This circularity means that their 
expectations are not met, they have less work motivation and they may lower their 
expectations of work. If this tendency is occurring, it would likely have significant 
implications for the workplace and Gen Y’s reputation within it. 
In summary,  the current study is based within a process-related framework 
incorporating expectancy-value and goal-setting theories, in the context of this study,  
expectancy-value is about the level of expectation about work and the value each 
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individual places on each expectation (expectancy-value) and the presence of goals 
(performance targets) which motivate individuals to perform. Thus, according to the 
theoretical framework, it is hypothesised that: 
H1: career goals will be distinct from everyday work expectations.  
Factors underpinning Gen Y employees’ expectations and goals. 
 While theoretical frameworks provide support for the exploration of goals and 
expectations as distinct constructs, the available empirical evidence provides some 
insight into what factors may underpin Gen Y employees’ expectations and goals. Of 
the available evidence, the work-related characteristics of particular importance to 
understanding more about Gen Y employees’ expectations and goals may relate to job 
flexibility and organisational responsibility (Lindquist, 2008). Gen Y’s expectations 
about job flexibility are manifest in several ways. They are supposedly uninterested in 
a job for life (Oliver, 2006) and, for many, a one-year period of employment in a 
single organisation may be considered long-term (Martin, 2005). While being self-
confessed risk-takers when it comes to their careers, Gen Y expect to move on from 
their current employer faster than previous generations in the workforce (Oliver, 
2006). Crumpacker and Crumpacker (2007) suggest that Gen Y focus their energy 
more on their private lives and moving from organisation to organisation is not a 
problem for them. This tendency may be due to continued parental support as they 
devote so much time to their private lives and maintaining their relationships (Oliver, 
2006). As such, they see a work–life balance as being important (Crumpacker and 
Crumpacker, 2007). In spite of this determination to maintain a satisfying private 
lifestyle, they are still career-focused (Oliver, 2006) and want to have meaningful 
work-related roles (Martin 2005). This tendency impacts on a second expectation, that 
they will be given significant organisational responsibility.  
8	
	
 In their desire to take on significant responsibility in the workplace, Gen Y 
want challenging work, the ability to be creative, the provision of clear directions, and 
open and positive managers (Broadbridge et al., 2007a; Martin, 2005). They also want 
to be involved in teams that consist of committed and motivated workers (Martin 
2005). Gen Y have been reported as being results-oriented, insistent on being 
empowered, competent at multi-tasking swiftly, and crave for work and pressure 
(Shaw and Fairhurst, 2008). These characteristics, however, present several 
challenges for managers. For instance, it has been argued that Gen Y do not want to 
be micromanaged or to be restricted in how they finish tasks (Broadbridge et al., 
2007a; Martin, 2005). Further, as a result of their up-bringing and parental influence, 
Gen Y have been referred to by some researchers as being emotionally needy, and 
requiring constant feedback and praise at work (e.g., Shaw and Fairhurst, 2008). 
Further, Glass (2007) explains that they may seek detail-oriented instructions to help 
them complete tasks. They value and expect mentoring and training, in part because 
of their desire for flexibility, as they want to remain marketable and thus make it 
easier to transition from job to job (Cennamo and Gardner, 2008).  
In addition to these characteristics, Gen Y’s comfortableness with technology 
has influenced their preferences for interacting in the workplace, with many Gen Y 
workers favouring instant messaging, text messages, and e-mails over face-to-face 
conversations (Crumpacker and Crumpacker, 2007; Glass, 2007). This approach can 
be disadvantageous as e-mails are not always the best mode of conducting business 
and minimal face-to-face contact hinders the development of personal relationships 
with co-workers (Glass, 2007). Despite the more negative aspects, Gen Y is said to be 
optimistic about their future careers (Oliver, 2006; Wong et al., 2008), a characteristic 
of particular importance to graduates. 
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Exploring differences between student and working Gen Y.   
 While various Gen Y work-related characteristics, as discussed in the 
preceding section, have been identified, most of the available research evidence has 
focused on graduates entering the workforce (Arnold and Mackenzie Davey, 1992; 
Arnold et al., 2002; Hesketh, 2000; Smith and Krüger, 2005; Sturges, Guest, and 
Mackenzie Davey, 2000; Terjesen et al., 2007; Zhao, 2006). This focus excludes 
investigation of Gen Y individuals who may have been already working within an 
organisation for varying periods of time or even, at the other end of the spectrum, Gen 
Y individuals who are not yet graduates but currently studying. New individuals to an 
organisation bring with them certain work expectations (Smith and Krüger, 2005), 
and graduates typically join an organisation with very high expectations (Sturges et 
al., 2000). These expectations relate to issues including promotion, salary, status, 
interior layout, and the level and difficulty of work. Furthermore, they have high 
expectations about their skills and abilities, time, energy, and contribution (Smith and 
Krüger, 2005). Consequently, graduates’ work expectations may exceed reality 
(Arnold et al., 2002; Sturges et al., 2000) and may not be always fully met (Arnold et 
al., 2002). This tendency can be detrimental to outcomes, such as tenure (Arnold et 
al., 2002) and, as indicated previously, Gen Y may expect to move from employer to 
employer more readily (Oliver, 2006) and view one year of employment as long-term 
(Martin, 2005). Over time it would be expected that expectations would reduce and, 
as Arnold and Mackenzie Davey (1992) found, as tenure increases, the less positive 
graduates’ views of work become. They also suggest that these changes in perception 
may be due to increasing realism, which would also affect expectations.    
 For graduates, there are also problems with skill use, autonomy, career 
management and training. Research has found that graduates often feel that their tasks 
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fail to maximally test their skills and that autonomy did not increase with increasing 
tenure (Arnold and Mackenzie Davey, 1992). Sturges et al. (2000) found that 
graduates employed in large organisations have unmet expectations of organisational 
career management. In a study conducted by Arnold et al. (2002), expectations of 
graduates were more frequently under-met in the areas of training, salary, and 
benefits. Mirroring this finding, Zhao (2006) found that organisations underestimate 
the expectations of graduates. From this perspective, it can be seen that if 
organisations are underestimating new employees’ expectations, it may be 
unsurprising that awareness of these employees’ expectations is similarly 
misunderstood. Based on the theoretical framework supporting the distinction 
between expectations and goals as well as the available empirical evidence, the 
following hypotheses are posited relating to student Gen Y versus working Gen Y:  
H2a: student Gen Y will differ from working Gen Y in their work expectations 
given that most do not have experience of working in their career and their 
work expectations may often be high and exceed reality. Specifically, student 
Gen Y will report higher scores on a measure of work expectations than 
working Gen Y.   
 H2b: student Gen Y will differ from working Gen Y in their work goals as  
there are differences in their level of career work experience. Specifically, 
student Gen Y will report higher scores on a measure of career goals than 
working Gen Y.  
Finally, in relation to working Gen Y and further investigating the possibility that 
time and experience(s) in the workforce likely impacts on an individual’s expectations 
and goals, it is also hypothesised that: 
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H3: the longer working Gen Y have been working, the lower their work 
expectations and goals will be as expectancies are thought to be formed 
through experience (Petrie and Govern, 2004).  
 From the preceding review it can be seen that it is important and timely to gain 
an understanding of Gen Y’s expectations and goals for work. Further, as most 
previous studies have focussed on graduates entering the workforce, this study also 
furthers the available evidence by investigating Gen Y university-based students 
(student Gen Y) and working employees of a large public sector organisation 
(working Gen Y) to see if the expectations and goals differ between the two groups. 
To extend the current investigation to include working as well as student Gen Y, the 
research will provide important insight into the extent to which Gen Y may be 
considered an homogenous group and, thus, likely to be driven by the same (or 
different) work-related expectations and goals. The aims of this research are 
significant given that, ultimately, researchers as well as organisations may be able to 
better understand the Gen Y workforce and by extension the means by which to 
recruit and retain them. 
 In summary, the current study seeks to investigate three key issues: (i) whether 
a range of issues/characteristics represent two different underlying constructs; 
namely, daily career expectations and career goals (Hypothesis 1); and, (ii) if there is 
evidence of these two distinct constructs, to compare whether there are differences in 
the goals and expectations between working Gen Y and student Gen Y participants 
(Hypotheses 2a and 2b). Finally, in relation to the working Gen Y subsample only, the 
study seeks to determine whether the time an individual has worked is associated with 
either their career expectations and goals (Hypothesis 3).  
Method 
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Participants 
Participants were required to be born between the years of 1977 to 1994. 
Participants were identified as either working or a student, determined via their self-
reported response to an item within the study’s survey. It is to be acknowledged that 
the student Gen Y subsample included participants who previously (prior to studying 
full-time) had worked full-time. However, an assumption was made that those who 
had previously worked full-time and who were at university at the time of their 
participation in this research could be expected to be now pursuing a career in an area 
in which they wanted to work and therefore may have expectations and goals relating 
to that particular new job (as relating to their university degree). Also, many students 
have experience with working part-time and casually while they undertake full-time 
university study but, this research was based on the assumption that this experience is 
is different from working full-time in your chosen career. 
All working Gen Y participants were recruited from a large public sector 
organisation in the capital city of Brisbane in the Australian state of Queensland; 
while all student Gen Y participants were recruited from a large metropolitan 
university, also in Brisbane. All participants were volunteers, with the student Gen Y 
receiving partial course credit for participating. 
Measures 
 The online survey required participants to respond by clicking on their 
preferred answer and/or typing a response in the allocated space. Survey parts 
relevant to this paper were parts, A through to C. Among other aspects, Part A asked 
participants to indicate whether they were a working Gen Y or a student Gen Y1. Part 
																																																								
1	The	survey	did	not	enquire	as	to	whether	participants	were	working	concurrently	while	
studying	full‐time	or	studying	while	working	full‐time;	rather,	the	focus	of	the	research	was	
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B of the survey gathered demographic data while Part C of the survey gathered 
information about a participant’s view of a range of work-related 
characteristics/issues (the dependent variables). The selection of these items was 
informed by the earlier work of Broadbridge et al. (2007a), Szamosi (2006), and 
Arnold et al. (2002). Participants’ responses to questions in Part C were made upon a 
5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree [1] to strongly agree [5]. Higher 
scores on the items indicated stronger support for the construct. Part C included 
statements about work-related issues/characteristics such as, “I would prefer to 
communicate with co-workers face-to-face”, “I need for my work to have meaning 
and value”, “I would prefer to work for an organisation that is socially aware” and “I 
expect equal opportunities in my career progression”.    
Procedure 
 The survey was administered online. All participants were sent an email 
directly with a short description about the study and the survey’s URL address. The 
survey was set up in such a way that the survey could only be undertaken once from 
each computer address. This strategy was undertaken in the attempt to address a 
common methodological concern associated with online surveys, that being that 
participants may respond multiple times (see Birnbaum, 2004). Both the student Gen 
Y participants as well as the working Gen Y participants were notified that they 
would have a period of two weeks to complete the survey.  
Results 
Data cleaning and checking 
																																																																																																																																																														
based	solely	on	their	current	employment	or	enrolment	status	(i.e.,	either	a	full‐time	employee	of	
the	public	sector	organisation	or	a	full‐time	undergraduate	student).		
14	
	
Inspection of the output file revealed missing data in terms of some response 
lines being completely blank (n = 13) and other lines indicating only completion of a 
few of the initial survey items (n = 49). These response lines were deleted from the 
data file. Similarly, response lines in which only the demographic items (n = 18) 
and/or just some of the subsequent work expectations items (n = 9) had been 
answered were also deleted given the extent of missing data in these cases, the nature 
of the data missing (i.e., the study’s key constructs), and that such data was not 
missing at random (n = 27 removed)2.  Visual inspection of the data file suggested 
that other missing data was minimal and randomly and was addressed via excluding 
cases listwise in the analyses.  
As such, the final sample retained for analysis was based upon usable data 
from 398 participants (N = 179 Student Gen Y and N = 219 Working Gen Y). 
Overall, the sample consisted of 291 (73.1%) females and preliminary checks 
revealed similar proportions of females to males in the two subgroups (i.e., Student 
Gen Y = 77.1% females; Working Gen Y = 70.8% females).  In terms of age, while 
both groups included participants aged within the requisite year of birth range, the 
Student Gen Y group contained less of a range of birth years than the Working Gen Y 
group. Specifically, within the latter group, every birth year was represented; 
however, within the Student Gen Y group, no participants were born in the years 
1980-1982 inclusive.  
Hypothesis 1: Expectations and goals as distinct constructs 
																																																								
2	Before deletion, however, checks were conducted via a series of chi-square tests and t tests to confirm 
whether those who completed the survey differed from those who chose to cease the survey either after 
the demographic items (n = 18) or after responding to some of the work expectations items (n = 9). 
These analyses revealed no significant differences between those who discontinued the survey and 
those who completed it in relation to gender, year of birth, and mean scores on the work expectation 
items (which were responded to).	
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The 47 items of the survey about work-related issues/characteristics were 
subjected to a principal components analysis (PCA) using the Statistics Package for 
the Social Sciences (Version 18). Before beginning the PCA, the suitability of the 
data was first determined by inspecting the correlation matrix; this inspection revealed 
many coefficients of .3 and above. In addition, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value was .83, 
exceeding the recommended value of .6 (Kaiser, 1970, 1974) and the Bartlett’s Test 
of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1954) reached statistical significance (p<.001), providing 
support for the factorability of the correlation matrix. 
 The PCA showed that there were 14 components with eigenvalues exceeding 
1.0, explaining a range of variance from 2.16% to 18.07%. An inspection of the 
screeplot revealed a break after the second component and, thus, rather than 
extracting on the basis of eigenvalues exceeding 1.0, the decision was made (based on 
the screeplot and informed by theoretical and empirical evidence) to extract in terms 
of number of components and, specifically, extract two components. To help with the 
interpretation of the two components, first, an oblique rotation was run; however, as 
the component correlation matrix revealed that the correlation between components 
did not exceed .32 (which is the minimum value required for the interdependency of 
components), a varimax (orthogonal) rotation was conducted and it is the latter 
rotation which will be interpreted.  
This rotation revealed that most items loaded on only one component, 
however, there were 9 items that did not load on either component. Therefore, as 
recommended by Pallant (2005), an additional PCA was run extracting three 
components, however, it was found that this approach did not provide a better fit to 
the data than the two component solution (5 items were found not to load on any of 
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the 3 factors). As such, the two component solution was retained based on 38 items3 
(after removing the 9 items that did not load on either factor). The two component 
solution explained a total of 24.93% of the variance, with Component 1 (Career 
Goals) contributing 18.07% and Component 2 (Daily Work Expectations) 
contributing 6.86% of the variance. 
_____________________ 
Insert Table 1 about here 
_____________________ 
 The two components identified in the PCA became the scales used. Given that 
this study represented the first time that the scales were used in this form, the 
reliability of the scales was computed. The career goals scale was found to be 
internally reliable (α = .90); while the daily work expectations scale was associated 
with a much lower Cronbach’s alpha of .57.  
Hypotheses 2a/b: Student versus working Gen Y on goals and expectations 
 Two independent groups t tests were conducted to investigate differences 
between working Gen Y and student Gen Y (IV) on their work expectations and goals 
(DVs). The results indicated that the working Gen Y Group reported statistically 
significantly higher scores on career goals (M=4.19, SD=0.38) than the student Gen Y 
group (M=4.07, SD=0.36), t(369) = -2.95, p = .003; while there was no statistically 
significant difference in the mean scores of working Gen Y (M = 3.22, SD = .45) and 
student Gen Y (M = 3.24, SD = .43), t(381) = 0.53, p = .596, in relation to daily work 
expectations.   
Hypothesis 3: Relationships between length of tenure and goals and expectations (of 
working Gen Y) 
																																																								
3	The	original full list of 47 items is available from the authors upon request.	
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 The relationship between the number of years working and work expectations, 
as well as the number of years working and goals, as pertaining to the subsample of 
working Gen Y, was investigated using Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficients. Neither correlation between years working and career goals nor years 
working and daily work expectations scale was statistically significant (r = .04, p = 
.574 and r = -.09, p = .209, respectively). 
Discussion  
 The current study investigated a range of work-related issues/characteristics 
for the extent to which they may represent the work expectations and goals of two 
groups of Gen Y, namely student and working Gen Y. The investigation was 
underpinned by the theoretical framework comprised of both expectancy-value and 
goal-setting theory. Overall, support was found for some of the study’s hypotheses 
with expectations emerging as distinct from goals; however, while there was an 
expected difference between student and working Gen Y in terms of career goals, 
highlighting that Gen Y is not a homogenous group, no difference was found between 
the two groups in terms of daily career expectations. Further, contrary to predictions, 
no relationships were found between years of employment and either the expectations 
and goals of working Gen Y. As was noted previously, participants were allocated to 
either the student Gen Y or working Gen Y category on the basis of what they (self) 
reported was their current (at the time of data collection) full-time focus, whether that 
was studying or working. While this approach does mean that the student Gen Y 
subsample included participants who may have previously worked full-time, an 
assumption was made that those who had previously worked full-time and who were 
at university at the time of their participation in this research could be expected to be 
pursuing a career in an area in which they wanted to work and therefore may have 
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expectations and goals relating to that particular new job (as relating to their 
university degree).  
Hypothesis 1: Career goals and everyday work expectations as distinct constructs 
Consistent with Hypothesis 1, the results revealed that the work-related 
issues/characteristics examined did load onto two components. The first of these 
components, termed ‘career goals’, comprised items that appeared to represent 
broader issues/characteristics that individuals would aim to have in their career; the 
‘bigger picture’ issues of importance to Gen Y, somewhat akin to a ‘wishlist’ of 
important work-related characteristics for their working careers (Broadbridge et al., 
2007b; Lindquist, 2008; Smith and Krüger, 2005). A close inspection of the items 
loading onto this component was conducted and, in order to facilitate identification of 
the applied implications of these findings, some overarching themes were identified 
based from categorising groups of related items. The items and overarching themes 
are shown in Table 2.   
_____________________ 
Insert Table 2 about here 
_____________________ 
Drawing upon the themes shown in Table 2, some practical recommendations 
may be offered for recruiting and retaining Gen Y employees. For instance, working 
within collaborative environments is important to Gen Y ranging from collaboration 
in regards to individually-related aspects, such as determination of one’s salary and 
the identification of the tasks to be undertaken within a particular position, but also to 
the broader organisational decision-making processes. As such, wherever and 
whenever possible, invitations should be extended for the inclusion of Gen Y 
employees in decision-making. Coupling this aspect with another key aspect which 
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related to the value Gen Y placed on working within an organisation that is socially-
aware and contributes to charity, suggests that it may be beneficial for organisations 
to adopt a collaborative approach when determining the charities which they will 
support. For example, potentially, each year, organisations may call for expressions of 
interest from personnel in terms of their suggestions for charities that the organisation 
should support and the nature of that support. The findings also suggest that Gen Y 
place value on the organisation being fair and equitable as well as honouring any 
promises made to employees. It seems that Gen Y are unlikely to be impressed (or 
have longer retention rates) at organisations which do not follow through on any 
promises made to them during the recruitment process or in relation to the promise of 
rewards for good performance.  
Collectively, it appears that to recruit and retain Gen Y employees, 
organisations will benefit greatly from being as open, both in a collaborative sense as 
well as in terms of being honest and fair, with their Gen Y employees as much as 
practicable. Gen Y want to feel valued by, and be recognised for their contribution to, 
their organisation and in return are prepared to undertake challenging work which 
draws upon their prior training (e.g., university degree). In regards to the importance 
placed on an organisation demonstrating that they value good performance by Gen Y 
employees, this finding, when also considered in conjunction with the value that Gen 
Y places on collaborative approaches, suggests that organisations may benefit from 
discussing with their Gen Y employees the nature and manner with which they could 
demonstrate such organisational value to employees. 
Extending upon the issue of training, another important aspect underpinning 
Gen Y career goals relates to the value ascribed to having options for further training 
and graduate programs. Further, Gen Y’s want for more training may also suggest that 
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organisations could explore ways to continually update their training and professional 
development offerings. Organisations which respond to this aspect with the design 
and implementation of well-targeted training and graduate programs will likely 
enhance their capabilities to recruit and retain Gen Y employees.  This latter aspect, in 
consideration with the following finding relating to the value placed on collaborative 
approaches by Gen Y, suggests that Gen Y employees may appreciate the opportunity 
to have input into the types of training and professional development opportunities in 
which they may be able to partake (e.g., particular conferences and workshops they 
may attend).  
There also appears to be value placed upon an organisation which is 
technically up-to-date and which likely reflects the importance of an organisation 
being perceived as innovative and contemporary. Gen Y also ascribed value to 
enjoying their work and obtaining work-life balance through such aspects as flexible 
working hours. These latter two aspects represent potentially tangible and relatively 
straightforward issues which organisations could offer Gen Y employees.  
Component two, termed ‘daily career expectations’ comprised of items more 
reflective of the day-to-day practicalities of work. In particular, the items loading onto 
this component captured many of the items relating to means of interacting, 
communicating, disseminating, and essentially conducting one’s business. Although 
the results support the existence of two components, indicative of career goals and 
everyday expectations, as underpinning a range of Gen Y work-related 
issues/characteristics, it is acknowledged that the two components only accounted for 
a total of 24.93% of the variance. Furthermore, most items loaded onto the first 
component which accounted for just over 19% of the variance. Arguably, however, in 
demonstrating the existence of two components and, thus, a distinction between the 
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expectations and goals of Gen Y, the findings of the current study represent a step 
towards identifying a possible theoretical framework to assist future investigations. 
By identifying this distinction and the particular issues/characteristics that load onto 
each component, the current findings provide guidance in terms of what aspects are of 
importance to and motivate Gen Y employees.  
Hypothesis 2a and 2b: Student versus working Gen Y and their goals and 
expectations  
 The second hypothesis, relating to differences between student and working 
Gen Y, predicted that student Gen Y would differ from working Gen Y in their daily 
work expectations (Hypothesis 2a) and in their career goals (Hypothesis 2b). For both 
hypotheses, it was expected that student Gen Y would score higher on both measures. 
This direction of effects was based largely on previous empirical evidence which has 
suggested that Gen Y may hold higher (relative to their generational counterparts) 
expectations in relation to work (e.g., Oliver, 2006) and when these expectations are 
not met, they may become less motivated and divert their efforts away from work-
related activities (see Arnold and Mackenzie Davey, 1992). As such, to the extent that 
student Gen Y would have been less likely than working Gen Y to have experienced 
(work) situations that may have challenged their high expectations and influenced 
their motivation more broadly, they could be expected to hold higher expectations and 
goals than their working counterparts.   
Despite predictions, the results revealed that student Gen Y differed from 
working Gen Y but only in terms of their goals, not expectations. Further, it was 
working Gen Y, as opposed to student Gen Y, who scored higher on goals than their 
student counterparts. Since this study is one of the first to compare student Gen Y 
with working Gen Y within the one study, there are few studies available with which 
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to compare directly the current results. Although not comparing student and working 
Gen Y individuals, Broadbridge et al. (2007b) did report that personal goals were the 
second most important factor (after determined to succeed) in Gen Y’s career success 
after graduation, thus, reflecting the on-going importance of goals for working Gen Y. 
Although the relative importance of goals for student and working Gen Y was not 
compared in Broadbridge et al.’s study, there is some support for the notion that goals 
continue to drive Gen Y once working (after graduation) and, thus, likely represent 
important considerations for efforts that attempt to recruit and retain Gen Y 
employees. 
Further, inspection of the mean career goals scores reveals that (given the 5-
point scale and higher scores indicating more agreement/support), as both groups’ 
mean scores fell above the 4-point level, the items comprising the goals scale were 
still highly rated by both groups of Gen Y participants. As such, the items assessed 
likely represent issues/characteristics relating to career goals that are considered 
relevant by Gen Y more broadly. Further, the themes identified in Table 2 become 
particularly pertinent in terms of offering insight into recruitment and retention 
strategies, as has been discussed previously. In terms of future research investigations, 
the current findings would support the relevance and importance of these items and, 
thus, their inclusion within a measure of Gen Y employee goals. In an applied sense, 
the findings provide insight into the aspects that Gen Y are likely to consider as 
important not only when first approaching a particular organisation to seek potential 
employment (i.e., as in the case of student Gen Y) but, also in terms of their 
remaining at the organisation in the longer-term (as in the case of working Gen Y).  
In terms of expectations, and the absence of any significant difference 
between the two Gen Y groups, again, in the absence of other similar studies with 
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which to compare the current findings, any explanation offered can only be 
speculative. It is to be noted that, despite empirical evidence suggesting that Gen Y 
may hold characteristically high expectations relating to work, the mean scores of 
both student and working Gen Y on the expectations measure were modest (i.e., 3.31 
and 3.29, respectively on a 5-point scale with higher scores indicating greater 
agreement). In the absence of another generational cohort reporting on these scales, it 
is impossible to know whether Gen Y, overall, still scored higher than other 
generations on this measure. This aspect of intergenerational comparisons on the 
expectations scale may be an important avenue for future research. For instance, if it 
was to be determined that Gen Y do not score as highly as individuals of other 
generations, then this finding would have potentially significant implications for 
practice and research as it would suggest that Gen Y does not necessarily hold higher 
or more elaborate expectations of work and possibly just different expectations than 
individuals of other generations. We acknowledge that this possibility is unlikely 
given the substantial body of empirical literature that suggests such differences do 
exist, however, further investigations based on generational comparisons of the daily 
work expectations scale identified in the current study would be justified and prudent.  
Alternatively, and perhaps more likely, the finding may suggest that the items 
explored herein, although based on items often investigated as key work-related 
issues/characteristics in the empirical-based literature, may not capture those 
issues/characteristics of greatest relevance and importance to Gen Y in terms of their 
daily work expectations. Given that these items were based largely on existing 
literature, if it was to be the case that they are not the most important or relevant 
issues/characteristics to Gen Y, then it is possible that the intergenerational 
differences could extend beyond those noted in existing literature (i.e., the items have 
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not adequately assessed nor captured the extent of the differences). In the first 
instance, further in-depth investigation of the relevance and importance of these 
characteristics to Gen Y (in comparison with individuals from other generations) may 
be a valuable contribution to the literature. Perhaps such an in-depth investigation 
may be best addressed through qualitative-based research with Gen Y respondents.  
Generational differences aside, the current study’s focus was upon differences 
in terms of working versus student Gen Y. The absence of a significant difference in 
relation to the daily career expectations measure suggests that the particular daily 
career expectations explored herein may provide further support for the notion that 
the items represent longer-standing, fundamentals of employment that are 
characteristically important to Gen Y and, thus, are less changeable as a result of 
work experiences. Alternatively, it is possible that the time and experience effects that 
were anticipated had not yet emerged. Indeed, the failure to find any significant 
associations between time in the workforce, of working Gen Y, and their expectations 
and goals (Hypothesis 3), provides further support for this latter explanation. Taris et 
al. (2006) reported similar findings in terms of no across-time change in the average 
levels of participants’ met expectations in their first three years of working.  
Another consideration that needs to be acknowledged is that the current study 
did include working Gen Y participants from only one organisation. As such, it is 
possible that the result reflects idiosyncratic features of the particular organisation 
and, more specifically, that this organisation was able to satisfy the expectations of 
this cohort of working Gen Y. Again, in order to provide insight into this issue and, in 
particular, the validity and reliability of the expectations and goals measures explored 
in the current research, future research is needed with Gen Y from other 
organisations. Finally, it is to be acknowledged that many student Gen Y’s have some 
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workforce experience as a result of part-time or vacation employment whilst studying. 
These experiences generally may have acted to converge work expectations toward a 
more common shared point with working Gen Y and hence minimise any potential 
differences.  
 In summary, the results of the current study suggest that there may be value in 
distinguishing between the goals and expectations of Gen Y employees. Such a 
distinction may assist researchers as well as organisations to better understand what 
drives and motivates Gen Y in their careers and, in turn, what factors may affect their 
decision to approach particular organisations in the first instance and for them to 
remain as an employee in the longer-term. In addition, based on the current findings, 
it is difficult to determine the extent to which considering Gen Y as a rather 
homogenous group (in terms of student and working Gen Y at least) with respect to 
their work-related expectations and goals may be accurate. A difference was found 
between working Gen Y and student Gen Y in terms of career goals, however, as 
noted previously, overall, items on the goal scale were rated highly (on the 5-point 
scale) by both groups. While no difference was found between the two groups in their 
responses to the expectations measure, as noted previously, the modest mean score 
reported by both groups, raises some question as to whether the items comprising the 
expectations scale represent the most relevant and important issues/characteristics. If 
it is indeed the case that other issues/characteristics are more relevant and important, 
then it is possible that such a measure would be more sensitive to any differences 
between the two groups. Future investigation of the scales proposed herein together 
with samples of working and student Gen Y are needed to address this issue.  
Strengths and limitations 
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 This study demonstrated the potential value of adopting a theoretical 
framework comprised of expectancy-value theory and goal-setting theory to better 
understand the characteristics that drive and motivate Gen Y employees. The study’s 
results suggested that there is applicability of this framework to aid understanding of 
Gen Y’s expectations and goals. Moreover, the study’s findings also demonstrated 
that expectations and goals are separate from each other. This finding may aid in 
understanding what drives Gen Y on a day-to-day level in the workplace and what 
drives their career (in terms of overarching goals). This finding needs further 
investigation to determine its generalisability.  
Importantly, this study also extended upon previous studies (Arnold and 
Mackenzie Davey, 1992; Arnold et al., 2002; Hesketh, 2000; Smith and Krüger, 2005; 
Sturges et al., 2000; Terjesen et al., 2007; Zhao, 2006) by incorporating and 
comparing two groups of participants, student Gen Y and working Gen Y. This 
comparison was important in the effort to understand more about the within 
generational cohort similarities and differences.  
 Strengths notwithstanding, there were also limitations that need to be 
acknowledged. A limitation of the study was that it could only include a finite list of 
possible expectations and goals. In comprising the list of items to include in the 
investigation, much prior literature was drawn upon in the attempt to capture those 
issues/characteristics often identified. The findings with the daily expectations scale 
(i.e., no significant difference between working and student Gen Y and both groups 
scoring only modest mean scores on the scale) did highlight the possibility that the 
items chosen and explored may not represent those characteristics that are most 
relevant to Gen Y. Furthermore, the internal reliability of this scale was, at best, poor, 
thus suggesting that further work is needed in identifying the appropriate 
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characteristics. It follows then also, that if these items are not best reflective of 
issues/characteristics relevant and of importance to Gen Y, then they also may not be 
of much assistance for the purposes of intergenerational comparisons. However, such 
comparisons using such measures derived from the current study would provide 
important relative information in terms of whether, for instance, Gen Y do have 
characteristically higher expectations (even on the measure derived by the current 
study) than their other generational cohorts. Further, irrespective of whether or not 
these items do capture the most relevant and important items to Gen Y, the findings 
do highlight that the theoretical framework adopted and its focus upon goals and 
expectations as separate (driving) influences, is valid and that further research is 
needed to explore the types of characteristics that may be more relevant to Gen Y.  
Another limitation of the study was that the sample of working Gen Y was 
drawn from one public sector organisation only. There are likely to be differences in 
the expectations and goals of public, private, and third sector employees, and even the 
public sector organisation used and other public organisations. However, the literature 
on Gen Y suggests that there are common work characteristics shared between all 
Gen Y (Broadbridge et al., 2007a; Cennamo and Gardner, 2008; Crumpacker and 
Crumpacker, 2007; Glass, 2007; Linquist, 2008; Martin, 2005; Oliver, 2006; 
Reynolds et al., 2008; Shaw and Fairhurst, 2008; Wong et al., 2008).  
Concluding comments 
The research has provided timely and much-needed insight into what drives 
Gen Y and their decisions to join and remain at a particular organisation. The findings 
provide support for the explanatory utility of theoretically-based investigations and, in 
particular, the importance of considering both Gen Y individuals’ career goals as well 
as their everyday work expectations. By investigating career goals and daily 
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expectations, a number of clear recommendations for organisational Gen Y 
recruitment and retention strategies have been offered. Such recommendations were 
derived from a number of particularly valued aspects which were identified and which 
included aspects such as, organisations being fair, equitable, supportive, socially 
aware, and charitable. Also, for the organisation to offer training and graduate 
programs and the opportunity for Gen Y employees to be involved in collaboration 
and organisational decision making, as well as to be recognised and valued for their 
contribution to the organisation. Gen Y employees also valued being able to enjoy 
their work and to engage in challenging work which utilised their existing skills and 
training. With Gen Y representing the largest ever generational cohort to be joining 
the work context, the insight offered by the current study is significant given the 
extent to which organisational survival will depend largely on their ability to recruit 
and retain Gen Y employees. 
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Table 1   
Varimax Rotation of Two Factor Solution for Work-related issues/characteristics  
Item 
#* 
Item description Component 1 
Career Goals 
Component 2 
Daily Work 
Expectations 
1. I would prefer to communicate with co-
workers face-to-face. 
 -.318 
2. I would prefer to communicate with co-
workers via instant messaging (e.g., 
msn messenger, adium). 
 .574 
3. I would prefer to communicate with co-
workers via text messaging. 
 .481 
4. I would prefer to communicate with co-
workers via e-mail. 
 .396 
6. I feel more comfortable using 
technology to communicate with co-
workers than face-to-face. 
 .442 
7. I feel more comfortable using 
technology (email, instant messaging, 
text messaging) to communicate with 
co-workers rather than via telephone.  
 .504 
8. I expect constant feedback regarding 
my work. 
 .429 
9. I expect very detailed oriented 
instructions regarding my work. 
 .405 
12. I need for my work to have meaning 
and value. 
.553  
13. I would prefer to work for an 
organisation where there is 
collaborative decision-making. 
.492  
14. I would prefer to work for an 
organisation where there are fast-track 
leadership programs. 
.499  
34	
	
15. I would prefer to work for an 
organisation where managers recognise 
and reward contributions.  
.547  
16. I would prefer to work for an 
organisation that had a strong 
commitment to a charity or similar 
cause.  
.381  
17. I expect organisations to fulfil their 
promises made to employees about 
offering rewards for working well.  
.560  
18. I would prefer to work for an 
organisation that is socially aware.  
.516  
19. I expect organisations to fulfil their 
promises made to employees during the 
recruitment process.  
.529  
20. I want to enjoy my work.  .522  
21. I want to work for employers who are 
fair to all employees.  
.624  
22. I expect equal opportunities in my 
career progression. 
.689  
23. I will tolerate differences in the people I 
work with.  
.479  
24. I want to live, rather than live to work.  .382  
25. I want to work with a diverse group of 
people in my career.  
.507  
29. Money is not everything in my career.   -.395 
30. I expect the organisation to provide 
opportunities for training and 
development.  
.595  
31. I expect managers to be supportive.  .660  
32. I expect job security.  .524  
33. I expect the organisation to set out clear 
promotion path for me.  
.572  
34. I expect to have good work/life balance 
options. 
.530  
35. I expect to earn good pay.  .567  
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36. I expect to do challenging work.  .585  
37. I expect to use my degree in my work.  .357  
38. I expect the organisation to offer 
flexible hours.  
.524  
39. I expect the organisation to offer a 
formal graduate training scheme.  
.464  
40. I expect to be fast-tracked for 
promotion.  
 .537 
43. I expect to be involved in decisions 
regarding my work tasks.  
.457  
45. I expect an organisation to provide 
state-of-the-art technology. 
.503  
46. I expect an organisation to provide a 
computer. 
.469  
47. I want to be able to negotiate my 
remuneration package with an 
organisation. 
.437  
% of variance explained 18.07% 6.86% 
Note. *Item numbers as per the order in which the items appeared in the survey. Also, 
nine items were removed from the initial response set of 47 items given that they did 
not load on either of the 2 components (these items were item numbers: 5, 10, 11, 26, 
27, 28, 41, 42, and 44 as shown in Table 1).  
 
Table 2 
Career Goals Measure: Categorising related scale items into overarching themes 
Career goal measure item Overarching theme of related items  
I want to be able to negotiate my 
remuneration package with an organisation. 
Importance of collaboration and 
involvement in decision-making 
I would prefer to work for an organisation 
where there is collaborative decision-
making. 
I expect to be involved in decisions 
regarding my work tasks. 
  
I need for my work to have meaning and 
value. 
Individual and organisational values. 
Significance of individual values 
regarding the work one does at an 
organisation, and an organisation that 
is socially aware and charitable 
I would prefer to work for an organisation 
that had a strong commitment to a charity or 
similar cause. 
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I would prefer to work for an organisation 
that is socially aware. 
  
I want to work for employers who are fair to 
all employees. 
Importance placed on an organisation 
being fair, equitable, supportive, and 
following through on promises made to 
employees  
I expect equal opportunities in my career 
progression. 
I expect the organisation to set out clear 
promotion path for me. 
I will tolerate differences in the people I 
work with. 
I want to work with a diverse group of 
people in my career. 
I expect managers to be supportive. 
I expect organisations to fulfil their 
promises made to employees during the 
recruitment process. 
I expect organisations to fulfil their 
promises made to employees about offering 
rewards for working well. 
  
I would prefer to work for an organisation 
where there are fast-track leadership 
programs. Importance of on-job training and 
graduate training schemes I expect the organisation to offer a formal graduate training scheme. 
I expect the organisation to provide 
opportunities for training and development.  
  
I want to enjoy my work.  
Work to be enjoyed  good work/life 
balance, flexible working hours 
 
 
I want to live, rather than live to work. 
I expect to have good work/life balance 
options. 
I expect the organisation to offer flexible 
hours. 
  
I expect to do challenging work.  
Preparedness to work hard and to use 
skills/training already acquired - 
recognition in return 
I expect to use my degree in my work.  
I would prefer to work for an organisation 
where managers recognise and reward 
contributions. 
  
I expect job security. Importance placed on sense of job 
security and receipt of good pay I expect to earn good pay. 
  
I expect an organisation to provide state-of-
the-art technology. 
Importance of an organisation being 
current and up-to-date in 
technology/equipment I expect an organisation to provide a 
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computer. 
 
